SCOPE OF REPORT 


This report: (1) reviews the proposal made at the 1955 Session of 
the California Legislature that naturopathy be recognized by the State 
as a separate branch of the healing arts and that a naturopathic licens- 
ing board be established; (2) summarizes the extensive testimony be- 
fore the committee at three public hearings, the legislative history of 
naturopathy in California, and the laws in those states which now 
license naturopaths; and (3) presents the committee’s finding and 
recommendations. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON LICENSING NATUROPATHS 
FINDINGS 


As a result of hearings held in Los Angeles and Sacramento and 
evidence presented to this subeommittee, the members submit the fol- 
lowing findings and recommendation for consideration by the State 
Legislature : 

1, Proponents for licensing claim that there are 2,500 persons in 
California who wish to become licensed as naturopaths and that, of 
these, 1,500 are presently licensed as chiropractors. 

2. Proponents for licensing claim that licensure would regulate and 
control the practice of 1,000 naturopaths now practicing without license 
or regulation and prevent unqualified persons from treating the public. 

3. Proponents for licensing claim that naturopathic treatment in- 
volves the use of such measures as light, air, water, heat, food, herbs, 
massage, manipulation, and a philosophy adhered to by no other healing 
group. 

4. The California Medical Association, chief opponents, claim that 
licensure would give state sanction to practice by a group of persons 
with inadequate experience and training and would therefore be in- 
jurious to the public health and safety. 

5. The opponents claimed that naturopathy is not a separate branch 
of the healing arts and that naturopaths could offer the public nothing 
that presently licensed practitioners cannot now offer. 

6. Testimony before the committee failed to define the scope of the 
profession and instead revealed conflicting views as to scope of practice 
and methods of treatment. This was strikingly evident in the testimony 
of naturopaths regarding the use of drugs and narcotics and the use of 
minor surgery. 

7. Licensure for the practice of naturopathy is granted in Arizona, 
Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Virginia, and 
Washington, D.C. Licensure acts were passed but subsequently repealed 
in Tennessee, Georgia, and South Carolina. 

8. Until 1949 it was possible for naturopaths to become licensed in 
California under the Drugless Practioners’ Act. That act was repealed 
in 1949 and no licensing provisions for naturopaths exist today. Only 
those persons licensed by one of the existing boards in the Department 
of Professional and Vocational Standards including M.D.’s, chiroprac- 
tors and physical therapists or by the Board of Osteopathic Examiners 
may practice in the healing arts field. Many so-called naturopaths are 
presently licensed as chiropractors. 

9. The curricula proposed by naturopaths for naturopathic schools is 
similar to the curriculum now required of schools approved under the 
Chiropractic Act. 

10. The scope of practice permitted the chiropractors appears from 
testimony to be quite similar to that requested by naturopaths. Chiro- 
practors may and do perform almost every act contained within the 
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general definition of naturopathy. Should the courts revise the defini- 
tion of chiropractic in any subsequent decision, the problem of the 
scope of chiropractic will arise. That is a different problem and one 
which is not here considered in anticipation of possible court action. 

The committe recognizes that naturopaths desire a new and separate 
licensing board because of their belief that naturopathy is a distinct 
and separate profession. However, that naturopathy is a distinct and 
separate profession was not proven to the satisfaction of the committee, 
particularly since chiropractic as defined in California today permits 
chiropractors to utilize naturopathic methods: of treatment. It was not 
found that the present law in California creates any undue hardship on 
or lacks adequate provision for the licensing and regulation of qualified 
healing arts practitioners. That the public interest would be served by 
creation of a new licensing board was not established to the satisfaction 
of the committee. 


RECOMMENDED: 


That the Legislature not grant licensure to naturopaths. 


INTRODUCTION 


The Assembly Interim Committee on Public Health was directed by 
House Resolution No. 186, 1955 Regular Session, to appoint a subcom- 
mittee to study the practice of naturopathy in California, to determine 
whether the public interest would be served by regulating or licensing 
naturopaths, and, if so, decide what should be the nature and extent 
of such regulation or licensure. 

Public hearings were held as follows: 


August 19, 1955.----.____-_____ State Building, Los Angeles 
October 7, 1955------------_-_-___ State Capitol, Sacramento 
December 7, 1955_-___._-__--__-_ State Building, Los Angeles 


The following persons, representing organizations as indicated, testi- 
fied before the committee at these hearings: 


Witnesses for the American Naturopathic Association of California: 


Norman Macbeth, attorney for the association. 

Carl E. Hotchkiss, D.C., Hollywood. 

John W. Gregory, licensed physical therapist, Los Angeles. 

Ralph M. Failor, naturopathic physician, Oregon, and President, 
Western States College, Portland, Oregon. 

Carl O. Larson, D.C., member, Naturopathic Examining Board, 
Utah. 

Lorna M. Murray, licensed naturopath, Florida. 

Arthur Schramm, President, California Association of Licensed 
Naturopathic Physicians. 

George Floden, President, Sierra State University, Los Angeles 

Wolf Adler, D.C., Hollywood. 

Carl H. Enstam, M.D., homeopath, Los Angeles. 


Witnesses for the California Chiropractic Association : 


Lee H. Noreros, D.C., Executive Secretary. 
J. C. Green. 
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Witnesses for the California Medical Association : 

Howard Hassard, attorney. 

Dan Kilroy, M.D., Chairman, Legislative Committee, California 
Medical Association. 

W. E. MacPherson, M.D., Dean, School of Medicine, College of 
Medical Evangelists, Los Angeles. 

Rt. Rev. Monsignor Thomas J. O’Dwyer, Director, Department of 
Health and Hospitals, Archdiocese of Los Angeles, and Legisla- 
tive Committee of the California Hospital Association. 

M. L. Meadors, Executive Secretary, South Carolina Medical As- 
sociation. 

Frank Dickinson, Ph.D., Director of Medical Economic Research 
of the American Medical Association. 

Robert L. Thomas, Assistant Executive Secretary, California Medi- 
cal Association. 

OQ. Leonard Huddleston, M.D., Santa Monica. 


THE PROBLEM 


’ California state law contains no provision for the licensure of na- 
turopaths. On several occasions, various naturopathic organizations 
have requested that such licensure be granted. It was at the request. 
of the American Naturopathic Association of California that Assembly 
Bill No. 7 was introduced at the 1955 Session of the Legislature 
(Appendix A). This bill, had it passed, would have provided for 
naturopathic licensure and a separate board of examiners in the the 
Department of Professional and Vocational Standards. 

Because the State is responsible for protecting the public health, 
safety, morals and welfare, it may prohibit the practice of any voca- 
tion or profession which would create a threat to the public, may regu- 
late vocations and professions to maintain standards commensurate 
with the public welfare, and may determine the nature and extent of 
the qualifications required for the practice of a vocation or profession. 
Under these provisions, the healing arts field is directly subject to 
state control. The following boards have been established in California 
under the Department of Professional and Vocational Standards to 
regulate and license the healing arts: 


Board of Medical Examiners. 

Board of Dental Examiners. 

Board of Pharmacy. 

Board of Optometry. 

Board of Chiropractic Examiners (established by initiative 
measure). 

Board of Nurse Examiners. 

Board of Vocational Nurse Examiners. — 

Physical therapists may now become registered by the Board of 
Medical Examiners, and a physical therapy examining com- 
mittee, under the jurisdiction of the Medical Board, may issue 
physical therapy licenses. 

An independent Board of Osteopathic Examiners was established 
by initiative measure to regulate and license osteopaths. 

3—L-4556 
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The question before the Assembly subcommittee, then, is whether 
there is need for a new and separate board for naturopaths, whether 
naturopaths should be licensed under an existing board, or whether the 
present provisions for licensure of healing arts practitioners are ade- 
quate. 

NATUROPATHY DEFINED 


Testimony before the committee indicated that the desired scope of 
naturopathic practice is broad, and the naturopaths indicated that 
their belief is that all illness is properly and adequately treated by 
natural methods. 

The following two definitions of naturopathy were presented: 

‘‘Doctor, NaturopatHic (medical ser.) 0-52.21. naturopathic 
physician. Diagnoses, treats and cares for patients using a system 
of practice that bases its treatment of all physiological functions 
and abnormal conditions on natural laws governing the body: 
Utilizes physiological, psychological and mechanical methods, such 
as air, water, light, heat, earth, phytotherapy, food and herb 
therapy, psychotherapy, electrotherapy, physiotherapy, minor and 
orificial surgery, mechanotherapy, naturopathic corrections and 
manipulation, and all natural methods of modalities, together with 
natural medicines, natural processed foods, and herbs and nature’s 
remedies. Naturopathy excludes use of major surgery, X-ray, and 
radium for therapeutic purposes.’’ 4 

Naturopatoy. ‘A therapeutic system embracing a complete 
physianthropy employing nature’s agencies, forces, processes, and 

_ products, except major surgery.’’? 


Several court cases and judicial opinions have attempted to define 
naturopathy. Some ® have used the definition found in Webster’s New 
International Dictionary, 2d edition, that naturopathy applies to ‘‘a 
system of physical culture and drugless treatment of disease by 
methods supposed to simulate or assist nature.’’ 


In Millsap v. Alderson, 63 Cal. App. 518 (1923), the caltornia Dis- 
trict Court of Appeal, Second District, concluded that: 


«“# # * the substances employed by one practicing naturopathy 
in the treatment of the sick and afflicted would be light, air, water, 
etc., and a naturopath or a doctor of naturopathy would be a 
person who * * * (treats) * * * the sick and afflicted by the use 
of the substances above enumerated.’’ 


NATUROPATHS IN CALIFORNIA 


The naturopaths state that there are about 2,500 in California who 
would be entitled to consideration for a license. Of these, they state 
that 1,500 presently hold chiropractic licenses. The others are prac- 


1U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Employment Security, Washington 25, D. C., 
U. S. Employment Service, August 26, 1954. Prepared for current definition, 
Dictionary of Occupational Titles, as result of correspondence with Dr. Paul 
Wendel, President of the American Naturopathic Assoclation, and Mr. Dwight 8S. 
James, Secretary-Treasurer of the American Naturopathic Physicians and Sur- 
geons Association. 

2 Blakiston’s New Gould Medical Dictionary. 

8 State Board of Medical Registration v. Scherer, 46 N. E. 2d 602, 221 Ind. 92; Ex 
parte Gerber, 206 P. 1004, 57 Cal. App. 141; Borland v. Johnson, C, C. A. Col. 88F. 
2d 376; Millsap v. Alderson, 219 P. 269, 68 Cal. App. 518. 
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ticing under a physiotherapist or drugless practitioners license (which 
law has now been repealed) or under no license at all. About eight 
persons practicing naturopathy were licensed as naturopaths under the 
Medical Practices Act of 1907. In 1952, in the case of Oosterveen v. 
Board of Medical Examiners (112 Cal. App. 2d 201, at pp. 203-4), the 
court found that ‘‘naturopathy is practiced in California by more than 
1,000 persons almost all of whom are licensed chiropractors who practice 
chiropractic and who have displayed somewhere in their offices a certif- 
icate or degree of doctor of naturopathy.’’ 

The appeal to this committee for licensure has been sponsored by 
the American Naturopathic Association of California with a member- 
ship of between 350 and 400, many of whom are licensed as chiro- 
practors, and by the California Association of Licensed Naturopathic 
Physicians with a membership of 100. The membership of this latter 
association is composed of those who have been licensed as naturopaths 
in other states and who now reside in California. 


LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF NATUROPATHY 


California 


The question of licensure for naturopaths is not a new one. A review 
of legislation which has affected the practice of naturopathy must begin 
with the 1907 Medical Practices Act, which then for the first time 
provided for more than one type of certificate (Calif. Statutes 1907, 
Ch. 212). This act made provision for 


(1) Certificate to practice medicine and surgery ; 

(2) Certificate to practice osteopathy ; and 

(3) Certificate to practice any other mode of treating the sick and 
afflicted. 


One board was created to administer all three types of certificate. 

The first direct reference to naturopaths in California Statutes ap- 
pears in the 1909 Amendment to the Medical Practices Act (Calif. 
Statutes 1909, Ch. 276, pp. 418-9). It required the Board of Medi- 
cal Examiners to validate certificates issued by the ‘‘Board of HEx- 
aminers of the Association of Naturopaths of California, incorporated 
under the laws of the State of California, August 8, 1904 * * * ”’ 
without requirement that the holder of such certificate present any 
educational qualifications to the board. The Association of Naturopaths 
of California was a private corporation and the Board of Examiners 
was created by the corporation. 

The amendment made no provision for future iieansinge or regula- 
tion, but only provided for renewal by payment of a fee to the Medical 
Board. Under this amendment the board endorsed 103 certificates which 
had previously been issued by the Naturopathic Association of Cali- 
fornia. About eight people licensed under this provision are still prac- ~ 
ticing in California. 

In the 1913 Medical Practice Act (Calif. Statutes 1913, Ch. 354, p 
787) three forms of certificates were again authorized, including a 
physicians and surgeons certificate, a drugless practitioners certificate 
and reciprocity certificates. This new act repealed all prior acts and 
contained no reference to naturopathy. Although naturopaths could 
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in theory have become licensed as drugless practitioners while this act 
was in effect, none did so. 

Between 19138 and 1921, the Medical Practices Act was amended to 
add chiropractors and midwives. 

In 1922 initiative acts were passed creating separate Boards of Chiro- 
practic Examiners and Osteopathic Examiners and empowering each 
to issue licenses. The Chiropractic Board could issue only limited li- 
censes while the Osteopathic Board was authorized to issue physicians’ 
and surgeons’ certificates to applicants who had the same course of 
training as doctors of medicine and who passed an examination in 
the same subjects. 


In 1949 the Legislature repealed those sections of the Medical Prac- 


tices Act dealing with drugless practitioners and drugless practitioners’ 
certificates. This left no provision under which naturopaths could be- 
come licensed. ; 

The only other sections of the California codes which refer to naturo- 
paths are found in the Business and Professions Code, Sections 581 
and 582. The sections prohibit the bartering or purchase of false di- 
plomas or the use of such a diploma as evidence of authority to practice. 


Other States 


’ Testimony before the committee brought out that the practice of 
naturopathy is legally recognized in Arizona, Connecticut, Florida, 
Hawaii, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Virginia, and Washington, D. C.1 Ohio, 
Washington, and Pennsylvania permit naturopaths to practice but 
term the practice ‘‘sani-practice’’ or ‘‘mechanotherapy’’ rather than 
naturopathy. Naturopathy is permitted in Canada in the provinces 
of British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, and Manitoba. 

Tennessee enacted a law in 1943 which recognized naturopathy and 
established a State Board of Naturopathic Examiners. In 1945 the 
Legislature authorized a special committee investigation of the healing 
arts including naturopathy. The committee reported finding that many 
abuses existed under the law, that the Board of Naturopathic Exam- 
iners was not enforcing the law, that licenses were being issued to 
unqualified individuals in other states and countries as well as in Ten- 
nessee, that many naturopaths in Tennessee had practiced medicine in- 
cluding obstetrics and surgery, that chiropractors with naturopathic 
licenses were freely dispensing drugs and that the practices were in- 
jurious to the public health.? As a result of these findings the Legis- 
lature has repealed the naturopathic statute. 

South Carolina enacted a naturopathic law in 1937 but this was 
repealed by the State Legislature in 1956. 

Florida, as noted above, has a naturopathic licensing law which was 
enacted in 1927. The committee heard testimony that certain groups 
were dissatisfied with the operations of the law and the following 
information was brought to its attention: 

The Florida State Board of Health, on April 10, 1949, adopted a 
resolution which stated in part: 
1See Appendix B for licensing regulations. 


2 Report to the 75th General Assembly of Cpapneease re: Unauthorized Practice of the 
Healing Arts in the State of Tennessee. 
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‘“Waerras, The board has information which indicates that the 
practice of naturopathy, including the licensing of naturopathic 
physicians, is being conducted in such a manner as to be detri- 
mental to the public health of Florida; now therefore let it be 

‘*Resolved, That the board recommends to the Legislature of the 
State of Florida that the licensing and practicing of the naturo- 
pathic physicians be investigated and if found to be detrimental 
to the public health of Florida, that proper legislation be enacted 
to terminate the evils found.’’ 


The grand jury conducted an investigation of naturopathy in 1949 
and condemned the extension of practice by naturopaths beyond their 
then legalized limits. A bill was later introduced in the Florida Legis- 
lature to limit the scope of practice of naturopaths. No testimony was 
presented to this subcommittee to reveal whether or not the investiga- 
tion proposed by the State Board of Health ever occurred or whether 
any legislative changes have been made in the Florida naturopathic act. 

The California Medical Association presented information to the 
committee regarding the practice of naturopathy in Utah. Utah recog- 
nizes naturopathy but the scope of practice permitted there has been 
interpreted by the Attorney General of the State of Utah who stated 
in an opinion dated November 2, 1955, that naturopaths are ‘‘pro- 
hibited from using drugs, medicine, or engaging in any surgery of any 
kind.’’ 


RELATIONSHIP OF NATUROPATHY TO OTHER HEALING ARTS 


One question of primary importance is whether naturopathy is or 
can be classified as a separate and distinct branch of the healing arts. 
Testimony was conflicting on this issue. George Floden, representing 
the naturopathic profession, testified before the committee that: 


‘“«* * *® Naturopathic philosophy differs very much from allo- 
pathic 1 philosophy in this respect, basically that we deal with the 
triune man * * * the whole-man * * * not only treating the body 
of the whole man but our mind as well, and for that matter, the 
spiritual aspect. The directed force which we refer to as life force 
has very much to do with whether we are well or sick and with 
our behavior. As a matter of fact it governs our entire glandular 
system and to the extent we recognize that * * * and can teach 
our patients * *.* I believe that we are successful. 
‘‘Furthermore, we do not treat a disease, we do not speak of 
curing a disease, we think of the man, the patient with the disease. 
‘We believe basically in a perfect and harmonious structural 
and functional relationship with the body of man, but also in a 
perfect and harmonious relationship with the environment.”’ 


Mr. Floden submitted information to the committee which included 
the following statement : 


1Allopathy. The theory or system of medical practice which combats disease by the 
use of remedies producing effects different from those produced by the disease 
treated. Webster’s New International Dictionary, 2a edition. 
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‘‘One may speak of three opposite philosophies in the field of 
healing arts, the allopathic, the homeopathic ' and the naturopathic, 
but since homeopathy in the United States of America is practiced 
mostly by the allopathic profession, we shall deal only with the 
allopathic as being diametrically opposite to the naturopathic. 

‘‘One may ask what about osteopathy, naprapathy, chiropractic, 
etc., and our answer would be that they are all therapeutic systems 
—hbasically mechanotherapy—as is surgery, obstetrics, massage, 
and so forth * * *. Naturopathy has always remained naturop- 
athy, because it has a demonstrable philosophy, a proven science 
foundation, and in its art it has stayed with biotic, life-sustaining 
agencies, forces and substances of nature.’’ ? 


The California Medical Association, in direct opposition to the natu- 
ropaths, testified that naturopathy was not a separate branch of the 
healing arts, that naturopaths could offer the public nothing that pres- 
enly licensed practitioners cannot and do not now offer. 

Dan Kilroy, M.D., stated at the committee hearing on October 7, 
1955: 


‘“‘Tt is the contention of the California Medical Association that 
naturopathy is not a distinctive school of medicine. All, or almost: 
all, of the so-called naturopaths are chiropractors and under their 
license as chiropractors are allowed to practice their so-called 
natural healing methods. Likewise they have no method of treat- 
ment which is not available to the regularly established practi- 
tioners. Some of their methods are not utilized simply because they 
are useless or antiquated. Many of the methods they use under 
these alleged headings are used in such a manner as to be con- 
sidered useless or dangerous. Nonetheless there is no branch of the 
healing arts now licensed which does not use natural methods of 
healing and therefore their claim that they have a distinctive school 
of medicine is erroneous.’’ 


Naturopathy and Chiropractic 


The authority for chiropractic practice in California stems from the 
Chiropractic Initiative Act of 1922. Section 7 reads: 


‘‘One form of certificate shall be issued by the Board of Chiro- 
practic Examiners, which said certificate shall be designated 
‘License to Practice Chiropractic,’ which license shall authorize 
the holder thereof to practice chiropractic in the State of Cali- 
fornia as taught in chiropractic schools or colleges; and, also, to 
use all necessary mechanical and hygienic and sanitary measures 
incident to the care of the body, but shall not authorize the practice 
of medicine, surgery, osteopathy, dentistry or optometry, nor the 
use of any drug or medicine now or hereafter included in materia 
medica.”’ 





1 Homeopathy. The theory or system of medical practice holding that disease is cured 
by remedies which produce on a healthy person effects slmilar to the symptoms of 
the complaint of the patient. Webster’s New International Dictionary, 2d edition. 

3 Naturopathic Magazette, “Naturopathic Philosophy, Science and Art,” by George 
Floden, N.C., Ph.D., pp. 170-172. Feb.-March, 1955. 
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Since 1922 the scope of chiropractic has been subject to a number of 
court interpretations. The definition from Webster’s New Standard 
Dictionary that chiropractic is ‘‘a system of (or) the practice of adjust- 
ing the joints, especially of the spine, by hand for the curing of dis- 
ease,’’ was accepted by the court in People v. Fowler (32 Cal. App. 2d 
Suppl. 737) and People v. Mangtogli (97 Cal. App. 2d Supp. 935). 

In 1952 the court in the case of Oosterveen v. Board of Medical 
Examiners (112 Cal. App. 2d 201) ruled that naturopathic methods 
could be employed by licensed chiropractors, as well as by other licensed 
healing arts practitioners. 


The court said on pp. 205 and 206: 


‘‘The use of natural methods of healing is not forbidden by law. 
Physicians and surgeons, osteopaths, chiropractors and all those 
who hold licenses as drugless practitioners may use them. It is of 
common knowledge that nature is the indispensable healing agency 
and that practitioners of medicine and surgery, osteopathy and 
chiropractic made use of the curative qualities of light, air, water, 
rest, diet, and physical and mental culture, in connection with the 
agencies peculiar to their several systems of healing.”’ 


The court also said that: 


‘Plaintiffs, being unlicensed, may not, under the present law, 
practice at all. Even if they should become licensed as physicians 
and surgeons or chiropractors, they could not practice naturopathy 
in its true sense, inasmuch as they could not use the little ‘Naturo- 
path’ or ‘N.D.’ nor hold themselves out as such. But they must 
become licensed either as physicians and surgeons (which now in- 
cludes osteopaths) or as chiropractors in order to employ their 
methods.’’ (Page 206.) 


The naturopaths agree that the scope of chiropractic practice defined 
in the Oosterveen case encompasses the major parts of naturopathic 
practice. They drew a distinction during the hearings between those 
chiropractors who use naturopathic methods who are known as 
‘‘mixers’’ and those who treat only by spinal adjustment who are 
known as ‘‘straights.’’ In this regard Dr. Adler indicated that: 


‘‘The chiropractors are broadly divided into two main classes, 
the so-called straight chiropractor and the so-called mixer * * *. 
The straight chiropractor bases his entire philosophy on the ad- 
justing of the spine and [they] do nothing else but adjust * * *. 
The so-called mixed chiropractor will do a lot of drugless therapy 
* * * T agree with you that the mixed chiropractor is a great 
deal like the naturopath.”’ 


The similarity between naturopathic and chiropractic was further 
seen in the course of education proposed for naturopaths in Assembly 
Bill 7 during the 1955 legislative session and the education presently 
required of licensed chiropractors. The educational requirements for the 
two groups follow: 








14 REPORT ON LICENSING OF NATUROPATHS 


Proposed Naturopathic Act 


Group No. Subject Hours 

I Anatomy, including. embryology and histology______ 720 to 800 

a TE Physiology} 0238 eee 240 to 3820 
III Biochemistry and dieteties_._._._.._.._._.__-._____ 240 to 320 

IV Pathology, bacteriology and toxicology___.__.______ 420 to 490 

V_ Diagnosis, pediatrics, psychiatry.___._______._____ 600 to 720 

VI Public health, hygiene and sanitation__.____________ 120 to 160 

VII Gynecology and obstetrices__-.__-_-___-_________._-__ 160 to 200 


VIII Naturopathic philosophy, principles, therapeutics 
(including physical therapy and phytotherapy), : 
and practice _.-__-_---__-_______--~_-___--____ 900 to 1,040 


IX: -Wlectives* \2- 502 2..4 2 2 2 oe ec 650 to 0 
Total number of hours required._____________ 4,050 


Chiropractic Initiative Act 


Group No. Subject Hours 

VT SaMe- rsh eth os ee en 720 to 800 

IT ‘Same? -4.- 50 ede Se 240 to 320 

III Biochemistry, inorganic and organic chemistry________ 240 to 320 

IV Pathology and bacteriology ..___-_____-___-____--__ 400 to 480 
V. Diagnosis, pediatrics, dermatoolgy, 

syphilology, and psychiatry ~_..._________________ 480 to 720 

VI Same 222232022 S ene anc sane ace sseees esses 120 to 160 

WED “Satie? ie eo i es ea he, 120 to 160 

VIII Principles and practice of chiropractic, 

physiotherapy and office procedure ___-_-__-__--_____ 1,000 to 1,120 

IX: Wlectives: 20.2 42 oo ee ee 0 to 680 

Total number of hours required_____________._-__ 4,000 


The principal difference appears to be in the inclusion of a course 


in ‘‘Naturopathic philosophy, principles, therapeutics (including physi- © 


cal therapy and phytotherapy), and practice,’’ in the former. Because 
of the apparent similarity between chiropractic and naturopathy, the 
committee inquired about the possibility of legislative action to place 
naturopathic licensure under the jurisdiction of the Board of Chiro- 
practic Examiners. The Legislative Counsel in an opinion dated. May 
15, 1956, stated: ‘‘It is our opinion that legislation placing the ad- 
ministration of a licensing act for naturopaths under the jurisdiction 
of the Board of Chiropractic Examiners cannot be enacted without 
approval of the electors.’’ + 

The naturopaths maintained throughout the hearings that they 
wished authority to practice under the name of naturopaths; that they 
were not satisfied with the present law wherein they can become licensed 
as chiropractors and practice naturopathy, only under the ‘‘guise’’ 
of the chiropractic license. They stated that chiropractic is only one 
part of naturopathy as was indicated by Dr. Adler when he said that 
naturopaths ‘‘use all forms of drugless therapeutics, all forms of physi- 
cal method, anything from light to water to massage or even chiro- 
practic, as a part of naturopathic treatment.’’ 


1For complete opinion and analysis, see Appendix C. 


: 
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Naturopathy and Physical Therapy 


A comparison was also drawn during the hearings between natur- 
opathy and physical therapy. 

The definition of physical therapy as found in Ch. 5.6 of the Business 
and Professions Code (Stats. 1953, Ch. 1823) is quoted: 


“‘Section 2601. ‘Physical therapy’ means the treatment of any 
bodily or mental condition of any person by the use of the physical, 
chemical, and other properties of heat, light, water, or electricity, 
and by massage and active or passive exercise. The use of roentgen 
rays and radium, for diagnostic and therapeutic purposes, and 
the use of electricity for surgical purposes, including cauterization, 
are not authorized under the term ‘physical therapy’ as used 
herein.’’ 


The California Medical Association maintained that the methods of 
treatment utilized by the physical therapists and those of the naturo- 
paths are identical and in this regard stated :} 

““With respect to various types of treatment that may be in- 
dicated for an illness or injury, the only type that approaches or 
comes close to naturopathy is physical therapy, and California now 
has two physiotherapy regulatory statutes: first, the registered 
physiotherapy law (Business and Professions Code Secs. 2600- 
2631), and second, the licensed physiotherapy law (Business and 
Professions Code Secs. 2650-2694). There are over 1,000 registered 
physiotherapists and approximately 1,300 licensed physiotherapists 
now practicing in California. There is no need for further regula- 
tion in the field of physiotherapy, and those naturopaths who 
desire to practice physiotherapy should qualify for and obtain 
either registration or licensure under the physiotherapy laws.’’ 


Witnesses for the naturopaths differentiated between the two fields, 
and Dr. Wolf Adler, a licensed chiropractor, testifying for the naturo- 
paths, stated : 


‘‘The physiotherapist is directly under the Medical Board. He 
has to do what the Medical Board tells him. A physical therapist 
is a technician, not a doctor. He cannot diagnose or choose his 
form of therapeutics * * *. Physiotherapy is: only one part of 
naturopathy * * *, Naturopathy is all embracing of all physical 
means and a physiotherapist is not trained in the use of hydro- 
therapy and air and things * * *. The physiotherapist is a tech- 
nician for the M.D., not a full-fledged trained drugless practi- 
tioner.’’ 


PROPOSED STANDARDS OF PRACTICE 


As seen above, naturopaths stated that their practice encompasses 
both chiropractic methods of treatment and those methods of treatment 
employed by physical therapists. During the hearing the witnesses were 
asked to define naturopathic practice and the healing methods used. 
The witnesses who practiced naturopathy in other states offered conflict- 
ing testimony especially concerning the use of drugs and the use of 
minor surgery. 


1 Statement presented to committee by California Medical Association, October 7, 1955. 
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The naturopaths have stated that ‘‘the license should not include the 
right to write prescriptions for toxic drugs or narcotics, although herbs 
in a natural form could be dispensed.’’ Testimony showed that the 
use of herbs constitutes a significant part of naturopathic treatment. 
Yet the line dividing an herb or plant in its natural state and a drug 
or preparation from it is a difficult one to draw. An acceptable definition 
of an herb was not presented to the committee. 

The naturopaths indicated that ‘‘the license should not include minor 
surgery.’’ Minor surgery has been defined by Stedman’s Medical 
Dictionary as ‘‘surgery which has to do with slight and not haz- 
ardous operations, the application of splints, bandages, etc.,’’ and by 
Blakiston’s New Gould Medical Dictionary as ‘‘* * * that part of 
surgery including procedures not involving serious hazard to life and 
usually not requiring general anesthesia; examples are bandaging, ap- 
plication of splints and casts * * *’’ The committee agreed that minor 
surgery should not be permitted. It was noted, however, that the schools 
approved by the American Naturopathic Association teach courses in 
minor surgery, and testimony by naturopaths in other states was to the 
effect that certain surgical operations constitute a portion of their 
practice. 

Other questions were raised concerning the limits of naturopathic 
practice. The naturopaths agreed that a licensing act should embody the 
following provisions: 


‘*(a) All applicants should take an examination instead of being 
licensed under a grandfather clause. The naturopaths themselves 
have urged that licensure is needed to enable them to ‘separate the 
sheep from the goats,’ but a grandfather clause would defeat 
this end. 

‘*(b) The licensed naturopaths should be required to use the 


initials ‘D.N.’ rather than ‘N.D.’ in order to avoid any confusion - 


with the medical profession. 
‘*(e¢) The term ‘physician’ should not be used to describe the 
naturopath.’’? 


EDUCATION AND TRAINING 


Any person licensed in the State as a healing arts practitioner has 
had to meet the educational requirements specified in the code for his 
particular profession. 

The course of education proposed for naturopaths closely approxi- 
mates that presently required for chiropractors (see page 14). 

The naturopath bill proposed at the 1955 Session (A. B. No. 7), also 
stated that ‘‘each applicant for a naturopathic physician’s certificate 
shall * * * have attended a resident course of professional instruction 
of not less than four years of nine months each in a legally chartered 
school or schools approved by the board * * *.’’ (Chap. 12, Sec. 
4950.22 (b)). 

The American Naturopathic Association approves two naturopathic 
schools: Western States College in Portland and Central States College 
in Eaton, Ohio. There are several other schools that issue naturopathic 





2Statement presented to the committee on May 7, 1966, by American Naturopathic 
Association. 
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degrees the educational standards of which do not meet the require- 
ments of the association. Sierra States College in Los Angeles is one of 
these schools which, although recognized by Utah and some Canadian 
Provinces, is not recognized by the national association. 

Testimony before the committee showed that naturopathic degrees are 
frequently issued along with chiropractic degrees or after a few addi- 
tional hours of schooling. Western States College, one of the two schools 
recognized by the American Naturopathic Association, for example, 
issues both chiropractic and naturopathic degrees to those graduates 
who wish them. After completion of additional courses, it also issues 
naturopathy degrees to many persons who have received chiropractic 
training at another school. The number of additional courses required 
and the amount of additional] schooling vary with circumstances. 

The California Medical Association has stated in this regard that 
‘naturopathic education is inextricably interwoven with chiropractic 
education, and that persons calling themselves naturopaths or claiming 
the degree of doctor of naturopathy are actually chiropractors, and 
nothing more or legs.’’ ! 

The course of training for both naturopaths and chiropractors is less 
than that for osteopathic physicians and surgeons or physicians and 
surgeons licensed by the Board of Medica] Examiners. The educational 
. Tequirements for these two latter groups consist of: 


j. A three-year resident college course including courses in physics, 
chemistry and biology ; 


2. A four-year curriculum in a medical school consisting of 4,000 
hours; and 


-8. One year’s internship in a recognized hospital. 


Witnesses testifying before the committee presented widely varying 
views as to the adequacy of naturopathic training. 

Naturopaths claim that they have as many hours and years of study 
as M.D.’s, osteopaths, and chiropractors, that they study the basic 
sciences and that much of their education is similar to that of other 
types of practitioners. They further state that: 


“Tt is extremely significant that inadequacy of education is 
stressed rather than inadequacy of. performance. If the naturo- 
paths were dangerous to the public, they would not attract patients 
and they would have many malpractice suits. These conditions do 
not prevail, hence we may assume that they are not dangerous.’’ ? 


Representatives of the California Medical Association assert that 
naturopathic education is inadequate. In the outline presented to the 
committee by the California Medical Association on October 7, 1955, it 
is stated that: 


‘‘Facilities for naturopathic education are practically nonexist- 
ent—the naturopathy schools that can be identified are woefully 
inadequate. 

See statement of California Medical Association filed with committee on January 
*Bxhibit presented to committee, December 7, 1955. 
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“‘The naturopaths themselves testify that only two naturopath 
schools—one in Oregon and one in Ohio—are ‘approved’ by the 
American Naturopathic Association. The facilities and faculties of 
these schools are inadequate to train competent persons in the heal- 
ing arts. There is no school in California that meets with American 
Naturopathic Association approval. 

‘*Most so-called naturopathic schools are mere adjuncts to chiro- 
practic colleges; and the naturopathic degree appears to be 
awarded as a ‘bonus’ to the graduate in chiropractic. For this rea- 
son, practically all persons calling themselves naturopaths are in 
fact chiropractors. 

‘Adequate medical education requires expensive facilities, com- 
petent teachers, research, and lengthy didactic and clinica] training. 

“‘Stanford University School of Medicine spends one and one- 
half million dollars per year to train 250 students, or about $6,000 
per year per student. The cost includes operating a teaching hos- 
pital, and out-patient clinic, laboratories, etc. It estimates the cost 
of physical plant and equipment for its school is approximately 
16 million dollars. The costs in other medical schools are com- 
parable. Adequate medical teaching requires not only a faculty, 
classrooms, and laboratories, but also out-patient clinics and hos- 
pitals and a research program. 

‘‘Inadequate training necessarily means inability to diagnose, 
and frequent errors in treatment. 

‘‘Properly to treat a person physically or mentally ill, it is 
essential first to arrive at a correct diagnosis. Diagnostic problems 
are frequently complex ; causes are often obscure. Inadequate basic 
knowledge and inadequate clinical experience make it impossible 
to diagnose accurately in anything but the simplest of illnesses. 
Naturopaths, with inferior facilities and faculty, and practically 
no schools, are not sufficiently trained to cope with a vast number 
of serious illnesses or injuries. Primarily, they are chiropractic- 
trained, and ought to remain within the scope of their training 
and licenses.’ 


IS LICENSURE NEEDED? 
American Naturopathic Association 


The basic reason advanced for naturopathic licensure was that 
naturopathy is a distinct branch of the healing arts and as such should 
be recognized and legitimized by the State. The naturopaths advanced \ 
the following additional arguments to indicate that the public would 
benefit by licensure: 

First, the naturopaths stated that certain segments of the population 
wish to be treated by naturopaths and that people should be able to go 
to the practitioner of their choice. They continued by stating that the ' 
minority of people wishing to go to naturopaths are entitled to the pro- 
tection which would be afforded by state regulation. 

Secondly, they presented the view that competition is necessary in the 
field of ideas and therapies as well as in business to insure progress, 
that the challenge of competition speeds advances in medical knowl- 
edge, and that monopoly in the form of the American Medical Associa- i 
tion is dangerous to the public. They stated that: i 
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‘All dispassionate writers recognize that the allopaths do not 
have a monopoly on wisdom. They may be the aristocrats in the 
healing arts, but they are not perfect, infallible, or omniscient * * 
*. The allopaths have been fostering medical practice statutes for 
almost 200 years in this country, yet new groups such as the 
homeopaths, osteopaths, and chiropractors spring up and flourish 
from time to time. The reason for this is that the allopaths neglect 
certain therapies which the new group espouses with great 
success. ”’ 


The following excerpts from presentations to the committee indicate 
further benefits which naturopaths believe would accrue from li- 
censure ;: 1 


“‘Value of regulation * * *. Under the present circumstances a 
certain number of unqualified persons are practicing as naturo- 
paths and * * * without a licensing statute, these persons cannot 
be examined or disciplined * * *. Passage of a licensing act * * * 
would remove the scandal of having approximately 1,000 naturo- 
paths practicing without a license in defiance of Section 2141 of 
the Business and Professions Code * * *, It would confer legal 
status on naturopaths able to pass examinations, thus increasing 
the dignity and responsibility of their work. It would enable the 
licensing board to identify and eliminate those naturopaths who 
could not pass examinations, thus separating the sheep from the 
goats, It would aid in putting naturopathic schools on a regular 
and permanent basis. 

‘Since it is clear that naturopathy is not injurious to the pub- 
lic, and since a number of people seem to patronize the naturo- 
paths and to approve of their work, the passage of a licensing act 
is obviously desirable * * *. It seems wise to establish licenses for 
the naturopaths in order to regularize the position of the ‘mixer’ 
chiropractors and to give some status and regulation to the un- 
licensed naturopaths.’’ 


California Medical Association 


The California Medical Association has stated that the existence 
of the groups now licensed by the Board of Medical Examiners, the 
Board of Osteopathic Examiners, and the Board of Chiropractors indi- 
cate that there is already sufficient competition. Howard Hassard, 
Attorney for the California Medical Association summed up the posi- 
tion of the Association this way: 


‘‘The opposition of the California Medical Association to the li- 
censing of naturopaths is not based on any fear of competition. 
First of all there are approximately eighteen thousand licensed 
Doctors of Medicine in California competing with each other right 
now; secondly, there are several thousand osteopathic physicians 
and surgeons; thirdly, there are the chiropractors; fourthly, there 
are such limited fields as optometry and chiropody. There is no 
lack of competition at present. 


reais hearing, August 19, 1955, and forma] statement filed with committee on May 
7, 1956. 
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“The opposition of the California medical Association is * * * 
predicated on the sincere conviction that the licensing of naturo- 
paths would be of no benefit to the public and could in the long run 
(as has occurred elsewhere) result in public injury. The proof of 
the pudding is in the eating thereof, and in other states in which 
naturopaths have been licensed they have not been satisfied with 
restrictive licenses * * * they stretch into the field of narcotics, 
into minor surgery, and the tendency is constant to expand and 
expand into fields in which they have absolutely no training what- 
ever.”: 


Dr. Dan Kilroy summarized the position of the California Medical 
Association at the October 7, 1955, hearing of the subcommittee when 
he stated = 


‘“«# ® * it is our contention that naturopathy is not a distinct 
school of medicine, but rather alleges to practice by the use of 
certain methods, which methods are at the disposal and within the 
knowledge of all regularly licensed practitioners of the healing 
arts at the present time. They present nothing new in the field of 
medicine, and have nothing to add to the armamentarium of the 
practicing doctor. In fact, it appears well established that naturo- 
paths: are in actuality chiropractors and that practically all 
naturopaths are already licensed in this State as chiropractors and 
are allowed as chiropractors to practice the so-called natural heal- 
ing methods. Under present law, however, chiropractors may not go 
beyond these so-called natural healing methods. It is obvious from 
the testimony that the true desire of some chiropractors is to go 
well beyond their legal scope of practice. 

“It is our feeling that their lack of adequate training coupled 
with their willingness to treat any disease regardless of their lack 
of ability does make naturopathy injurious to the public health and 
safety. 

‘«Their educational requirements as set forth on paper are mean- 
ingless for they do not possess qualified instructors to impart 
medical knowledge regardless of how many hours of training they 
show on paper. In addition their schools are inadequate in size and 
endowment and they lack research facilities and have no connection 
whatsoever with teaching hospitals or teaching material. Without 
these connections it is impossible to train anyone in the healing arts. 

‘Wor the reasons stated it is the position of the California 
Medical Association that the public interests would not be served 
by regulating or licensing naturopaths.’’ 


oa 


California Chiropractic Association 


At the August 19th hearing of this subcommittee Dr. Lee H. Norcross, 
Executive Secretary of the California Chiropractic Association, pre- 
sented the views of his association : 


‘““The California Chiropractic Association has no objection to the 
licensing of naturopathic practitioners in California, if the Legis- 
lature finds the public interest is served by extending licensure to i 
naturopaths. 
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‘‘The position of the association is, that if the public interest is 
found to be served by such licensing, that the licenses should not be 
issued under the aegis or supervision of either the Medical Board 
or the Osteopathic Board or the Chiropractic Board. Present dif- 
ficulties encountered in such boards or subcommittees would seem 
to be sufficient to avoid additional conflicts and trouble. 

“The association calls the committee’s attention to the fact that 
naturopathic degrees have been issued practically automatically by 
some of the chiropractic colleges, and if a grandfather clause is 
contemplated, some careful screening might be entailed. It would 
seem under these circumstances that certain prerequisite scholastic 
attainment or certification by an accepted college should be re- 
quired. 

“Tf it be determined that the public interest is served by licen- 
sure the association respectfully requests that overlapping or co- 
extensive rights and privileges be either entirely eliminated, if at 
all possible, or, if not advisable, that the rights, privileges and 
duties of the chiropractic practitioner and the naturopathic prac- 
titioner be made completely identical, and said rights, privileges 
and duties be clearly and adequately defined. 
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